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Abstract: Soil organic carbon (SOC) change influences the life-cycle assessment (LCA) calculations for
globally traded bio-based products. Broad agreement on the importance of SOC measurement stands
in contrast with inconsistent measurement methods. This paper focuses on published SOC research
on lands managed for maize (Zea mays L.) in the U.S. and sugarcane (Saccharum officinarum L.) in
Brazil. A literature review found that reported SOC measurement protocols reflect different sampling
strategies, measurement techniques, and laboratory analysis methods. Variability in sampling
techniques (pits versus core samples), depths, increments for analysis, and analytical procedures
(wet oxidation versus dry combustion) can influence reported SOC values. To improve consistency
and comparability in future SOC studies, the authors recommend that: (a) the methods applied for
each step in SOC studies be documented; (b) a defined protocol for soil pits or coring be applied;
(c) samples be analyzed at 10 cm intervals for the full rooting depth and at 20 cm intervals below
rooting until reaching 100 cm; (d) stratified sampling schemes be applied where possible to reflect
variability across study sites; (e) standard laboratory techniques be used to differentiate among labile
and stable SOC fractions; and (f) more long-term, diachronic approaches be used to assess SOC
change. We conclude with suggestions for future research to further improve the comparability of
SOC measurements across sites and nations.
Keywords: carbon sequestration; soil sampling; bioenergy; ethanol; sugarcane; maize
1. Introduction
Global soils contain roughly twice as much carbon (C) as the atmosphere and three times the
amount of C in above ground vegetation [1–3]. Soil organic carbon (SOC) is defined as carbon in soils
derived from the decay of plant and animal residues, living and dead microorganisms, and soil biota [3].
Interest in managing SOC is driven by climate concerns and the need to maintain or improve soil
qualities to meet increasing demands for food, feed, fiber, and other bio-based products (e.g., [1,4–8]).
A perquisite to SOC management is consistent SOC measurements [9–11]. SOC content is important
due to SOC’s relationship with soil properties and functions ranging from the regulation of water
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runoff to reductions of erosion and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions as targeted by Sustainable
Development Goals [12].
Converging interests from climate and soil scientists have fueled diverse efforts to monitor
SOC as a key indicator of sustainability, especially in agricultural areas (e.g., [8,11,13–15]). One use
for the quantitative SOC data generated by monitoring is to improve computer simulations of
SOC changes and support more accurate and consistent estimates of life-cycle GHG emissions
for biofuels and other products. This is important because existing LCA calculations reflect large
uncertainties for the carbon-cycle effects of bioenergy crop production [16,17]. Estimated values
for SOC change are important in determining the carbon intensity of fuels under California’s Low
Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) in the U.S. [18] and the emerging RenovaBio Program for bioethanol in
Brazil [19]. Thus, improving SOC measurements can support more consistent and reliable modeling
with implications for the acceptability of biofuels as renewable alternatives to fossil fuels.
This review was initiated because a lack of consensus on measurement and verification methods
undermines the ability to provide clear guidance about the effects of land management practices and
land-use change on SOC [4,20]. Diverse SOC measurement methods restrict researchers’ ability to
compare studies and generate conclusive results. For example, a meta-analysis of 537 observations in
74 studies of SOC and land-use change found that the diverse measurement methodologies limited
conclusions to “working hypotheses” [20]. Heterogeneity of soils, variable environmental conditions,
and different land use histories at almost every soil sampling site create challenges for researchers [4].
Organizations such as the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) [21] and
the United States Department of Agriculture Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) [13] have
attempted to provide some guidance for site and soil profile descriptions, but have not recommended
specific standards or measurement protocols. Uncertainties about SOC content are compounded when
making estimates of the global soil carbon pool [22].
An SOC assessment typically involves several steps: sampling strategy, timing, and design; soil
collection tools, depths, and techniques; handling, storage, labeling, and aggregation of samples;
laboratory analyses; and verification techniques. Methodological differences in each step can lead
to different estimated SOC values for the same location [19,23]. Different sampling strategies and
calculations are applied for different purposes, for example, depending on whether a study is focusing
on short-term or long-term change, or whether measurements are intended to determine concentrations
(mg/kg) or to estimate stocks (g/m3). The United Nations’ Global Soil Partnership reports that users
of soil data prioritize data generation methodology as a key challenge influencing reported values [14],
whereas field researchers identify efficient sampling design and estimation schemes as the primary
challenge [15].
The purpose of this review is to compare SOC sampling protocols in the U.S. and Brazil and
to initiate a discussion about how methodological inconsistencies might be resolved. We review a
set of published research focused on SOC measurements in fields managed for maize (Zea mays L.),
commonly referred to as corn in the U.S., and sugarcane (Saccharum officinarum L.) in Brazil. Maize
and sugarcane are the two primary feedstock crops used for global fuel ethanol production. We chose
this focus because policies promoting the use of fuel ethanol are justified by the assumption that
net CO2 emissions are reduced when ethanol replaces fossil fuels. Yet, the calculation of emission
reductions significantly depends on any net changes in SOC that occur due to changes in land cover or
management under biofuel production scenarios [20,24]. Brazil and the U.S. produce approximately
85% of total global fuel ethanol, which is the most important biofuel in use today [25]. In both countries,
estimated life-cycle emissions are critical for market access, as well as public and political support [26].
Our hypothesis is that developing agreement among U.S. and Brazilian researchers on a set of
recommended SOC measurement protocols [27–29] is a good first step toward developing broader
consensus on SOC measurement protocols. Furthermore, recent research on SOC changes for biofuel
crops and the ongoing debates among scientists concerning biofuel sustainability, offer recent data
and high relevance to the focus of our review. Consistent SOC measurements are also relevant to
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other productive land uses and to national GHG inventories and accounting under the Paris Accords.
The following sections discuss the selection of literature reviewed, key characteristics that differentiate
SOC measurement approaches, and proposals for improving future collection and use of SOC data.
We hope that the results of this review lead to more accurate and representative LCAs and ongoing
recommendations for management practices that lead to increased SOC in managed lands.
2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Identification of Published Literature to Review
Literature searches were performed using electronic, online research platforms (ISI Web of
Science [30], Google scholar [31], and ResearchGate [32]). Search criteria (Figure 1) were applied
to identify SOC studies published between 1995 and 2015 (when the literature search was conducted).
This time frame is intended to focus on current methods for SOC measurement in studies associated
with feedstocks for ethanol production, one of the criteria for identifying the literature to review.
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2.2. Description and Background of Study Areas
Forty-one studies were selected for review, 26 from the U.S. (Table 1) and 15 from Brazil (Table 2).
Most U.S. studies were from the “corn belt” in the Midwestern states (Figure 2) and considered
maize grown in rotation with other annual crops such as soybean and wheat. The Midwestern
region is characterized by relatively flat topography, fertile soils, and high organic soil concentrations.
The temperate climate is humid and hot in summer, but temperatures typically drop below zero for
extended periods in the winter. Most Brazilian studies involved sugarcane, a semi-perennial crop
typically grown for five to 10 years before fields are tilled and renewed. Most of the Brazilian studies
were conducted in the Centre-South region (Figure 2) characterized by weathered soils with limited
SOC concentrations, and hilly topography. The tropical climate typically generates relatively warm
dry winters and wet summers. Meta-analyses of land-use change suggest that clearing pasture or
forest lands to cultivate annual crops or sugarcane will tend to cause SOC concentrations in soils to
decline. However, managing annual crops or sugarcane on lands that are degraded or are subject
to frequent burning, can increase SOC concentrations [35,36]. Additionally, a study in Brazil found
that sugarcane succeeding native vegetation or pastures will lead to a decrease in soil organic matter
(and soil carbon), while the opposite was observed if sugar cane followed annual crops [37].
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2.3. Predominant Sampling Methods in the U.S. and Brazil
Most U.S. studies considered in the review (Table 1) followed the Greenhouse gas Reduction
through Agricultural Carbon Enhancement network (GRACENet) protocols for measuring SOC.
Several U.S. studies were also designed to be consistent with Renewable Energy Assessment Project
(REAP) protocols [40,41]. GRACEnet is a research program initiated by the U.S. Department of
Agriculture’s (USDA) Agricultural Research Station that recommends uniform soil sampling protocols
(i.e., sampling to a depth of 100 cm and compositing multiple soil cores) for all sampling sites.
In contrast, most Brazilian studies (Table 2) followed the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change (IPCC) guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories [42], as well as the International
Organization for Standardization (ISO) 10381-1 [43], ISO 10381-2 [44], and ISO 10381-4 [45] standards
for SOC measurements. These four guidelines are consistent with most recommendations by
Cerri et al. [11].
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2.4. Predominant Laboratory Methods in the U.S. and Brazil
Two basic methods were commonly used for laboratory analysis of carbon content in soils:
the Walkley-Black titration method (WB) [34] and dry combustion (EA) methods [33,46]. Equipment for
the WB methodology is generally available in most soil-testing laboratories since a single, relatively
low cost, instrument is required [47]. The EA method is based on thermal oxidation of organic C and
decomposition of inorganic C to CO2 within a furnace where soil samples are burnt at temperatures
exceeding 1000 ◦C to 1600 ◦C depending on the equipment set up [33] to ensure that all C species are
quantitatively converted to CO2 [47].
The primary limitation associated with measuring total C in soil samples using WB is that
C recovery is not always complete [48,49]. The C quantified by this method is that oxidized by
dichromate, which is very inefficient to recalcitrant C forms such as charcoal, graphite, and soot [33].
Moreover, there are evidences that trapped C in soil aggregates are protected to some extent from
dichromate oxidation [50]. Interferences caused by Cl, ferrous Fe, and MnO2, combined with
the existence of refractory organic C in the soil samples, contribute to the weaknesses in the WB
method. Several modifications of the WB method using salts and external heat to achieve a boiling
reflux [51] have been used to reduce interferences and enhance organic C oxidation to 100%, but these
modifications are not always efficient [52]. Furthermore, the interfering agents seem to have different
weights depending on soil type, clay content, sampling depth, and land use [48]. These limitations
make it challenging to propose a global correction factor for the WB method. One of the few limitations
associated with the EA method when determining organic carbon (OC) is the presence of inorganic C
(IC), a common problem in calcareous or recently limed soils. In this case, OC can be estimated by the
difference between total carbon (TC) and IC or directly after removing IC [47].
3. Results
Selected attributes of the U.S. and Brazilian studies reviewed are listed in Tables 1 and 2.
The two predominant sampling designs were either systematic [53] or random [54], with most Brazilian
studies choosing a systematic approach using a grid pattern for samples, and most of the U.S. studies
choosing a random design: subdividing a land unit to be studied and randomly selecting coordinates
for each sample. Nearly all Brazilian studies used excavated pits, although several also used a coring
device for a portion of the sampling. This was true across Brazilian studies including the few that
focused on maize [55–57]. All reviewed studies from within the conterminous U.S. used a coring device
as described within the GRACENet protocol (See Table 1, [58]). Samples collected in both countries
represented a wide variation in soil depth ranging from 10 cm (e.g., [59]) to 100 cm (e.g., [48]). Most U.S.
and Brazilian studies used depth increments of 5 or 10 cm for the upper 30 cm of the soil profile [60,61],
but below 30 cm the depth increments varied substantially. In general, however, Brazilian researchers
collected several samples in 10- to 20-cm increments [11,62], while in the U.S., most samples were taken
in 20- to 30-cm depth increments [63,64]. Comparisons of management practice effects on soil C were
generally made using a synchronic approach with paired plots or a chronosequence (i.e., diachronic
approach), with the most common design being paired plots [65,66]. We also found that the majority
of the studies reviewed were sampled only once during the course of the experiment [67,68].
It is difficult to quantify differences in data associated with the SOC estimates due to the complex
interactions among the variables involved. Even if it was possible to identify some sources of
difference in the reported data, establishing relative weights among potential sources of uncertainty or
error is difficult [69] unless duplicate sampling could be performed simultaneously using different
methodologies—an approach not identified among the literature reviewed. Re-performing SOC
measurements at later times can be confounded by changing weather, tillage, crop management,
and other conditions that affect SOC values over time. Thus, for this review, estimating the degree of
uncertainty associated with particular differences in SOC measurement strategies was not possible.
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Table 1. Source and characteristics of the U.S. SOC assessment studies that were reviewed.
Authors Crop † Sample Design
Sample Collection
Method Sampling Depth (cm)
Yang and Wander (1998) [70] M/S Random Cores 30
Bolinder et al. (1999) [65] M Random Cores 30
Duiker and Lal (1999) [71] M/W Systematic Cores 30
Yang and Wander (1999) [72] M/S Random Cores 90
Clapp et al. (2000) [73] M Random Cores 30
Motta et al. (2000) [74] M/S/So Random Cores 30
Rhoton et al. (2002) [75] M Random Cores 15.2
Wilts et al. (2004) [76] M/W Random Cores 45
Halvorson et al. (2003) [77] M/W Random Cores 15.2
Hooker et al. (2005) [78] M/W Systematic Cores 15
Olson et al. (2005) [67,79] M/S Systematic Cores 75
Gál et al. (2007) [63] M/S Systematic Cores 100
Ramirez et al. (2007) [80] M/S Random Cores 100
Sainju et al. (2008) [81] M Systematic Cores 20
Varvel and Wilhelm (2010) [82] M/S Random Cores 30
Follett et al. (2012) [83] M/SG Systematic Cores 150
Aziz et al. (2013) [84] M/S/W Random Cores 30
Evers et al. (2013) [60] M/S/ SG Random Cores 15
Follett et al. (2013) [64] M Not reported Cores 120
Franzluebbers and Stuedemann (2013) [66] M/S/W Random Cores 150
Karlen et al. (2013) [61] M/S Systematic Cores 15
Ashworth et al. (2014) [85] M/S Random Cores 15
Obade and Lal (2014) [86] M/S Random Cores 60
Fan et al. (2014) [87] M Systematic Cores 60
Kumar et al. (2014) [88] M Not reported Not reported 60
Xiaong et al. (2014) [89] Sc, other Random Cores 20
† Crop abbreviations: M—maize (Zea mays L.); S—soybean (Glycine max (L.) Merr.); SG—switchgrass
(Panicum virgatum L.); So—sorghum (Sorghum bicolor L.); Sc—sugarcane (Saccharum officinarum L.); W—wheat
(Triticum aestivum L.); When “other” is indicated, the study included areas not dedicated to agricultural production
(e.g., native forests) and other non-bioenergy crops (e.g., coffee (Caffea Arabica L.)). “Not reported” indicates the
information was not supplied in the article being reviewed.
Table 2. Source and characteristics of the Brazilian SOC assessment studies that were reviewed.
Author Crop † Sample Design
Sample Collection
Method Sampling Depth (cm)
Cerri et al. (2004) [68] Sc Systematic Pits ‡ 20
Souza et al. (2005) [90] Sc Random Cores 30
Diekow et al. (2005) [55] M Systematic Pits 107.5
Razafimbelo et al. (2006) [59] Sc Systematic Not reported 10
Resende et al. (2006) [62] Sc Systematic Pits/auger 60
Szakács (2007) [91] Sc Systematic Pits 30
Calegari et al. (2008) [56] M/S Systematic Pits 60
Galdos et al. (2009) [92] Sc Systematic Pits 100
Pinheiro et al. (2010) [93] Sc Systematic Pits/auger 100
Tivet et al. (2012) [29] Sc Random Pits 100
Rossi et al. (2013) [94] Sc Systematic Pits/auger 60
Zotarelli et al. (2012) [57] M/S Systematic Pits/auger 80
Borges et al. (2014) [95] Sc Random Not reported 20
Kuwano et al. (2014) [96] Sc/Ca/other Random Auger 10
Seben Junior et al. (2014) [97] M/S Systematic Trowel, cores Not reported
De Vasconcelos et al. (2014) [98] Sc Random Not reported 60
† Crop abbreviations: M—maize (Zea mays L.); S—soybean (Glycine max (L.) Merr.); SG—switchgrass
(Panicum virgatum L.); So—sorghum (Sorghum bicolor L.); Sc—sugarcane (Saccharum officinarum L.); W—wheat
(Triticum aestivum L.); When “other” is indicated, the study included areas not dedicated to agricultural production
(e.g., native forests) and other non-bioenergy crops (e.g., coffee (Caffea Arabica L.)). “Not reported” indicates the
information was not supplied in the article being reviewed. ‡ Pits were opened for quantification of soil bulk density
and other assessments. Samples for C analysis represented composite samples taken with an auger; “Trowel”
indicates sampling such as soil blocks or “grab samples” which are a form of sampling using a trowel or shovel to
open a small or shallow pit.
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4. Discussion
4.1. U.S. and Brazilian SOC Assessment Inconsistencies
Our review of the literature in the U.S. and Brazil did not identify a consistent use of a single SOC
measurement approach. Issues of sampling design, methods, and research intent are applicable within
both the U.S. and Brazil. Several distinctions can be made when comparing the predominant SOC
methods used in each country.
4.1.1. Design and Number of Samples
Developing appropriate sampling designs is a basic, but crucial step for obtaining unbiased
mean SOC estimates for a given area [54]. Two types of sampling designs were used to estimate C
stocks [75] in the reviewed studies—systematic and random sampling, and in general, methodologies
for implementing both designs are well documented [42]. However, these sampling designs may not
accurately capture inherent variability in SOC distribution. In both the Midwestern U.S. and Brazil
(e.g., São Paulo State), high variability in soil types and within-field conditions are common [99,100]
and may warrant the use of stratified techniques where a field or plot is divided into sub-populations or
strata for random sampling within each strata [101,102]. When selecting sampling designs, researchers
must consider how data will be used and how many samples will be needed to detect a statistically
significant and reliable change in SOC. For example, the sample design used for a regional study
from which to calculate SOC change for simulation models will be distinct from the design used to
consider the effects of different management practices involving a single farm operator. Also, since
SOC distribution in soils is inherently heterogeneous, scaling from point samples to the landscape
scale has been shown to increase the coefficient of variation by as much as 30% [69]. Although the
number of samples collected will depend on many factors including available finances and time,
the number required to provide statistically valid results should be carefully considered. If sufficient
data are generated and verified using standardized measurement protocols, this could be valuable for
producers in both nations wishing to document the effects of their operations.
4.1.2. Detection of SOC Change and C Sequestration
It is widely known that SOC changes occur very slowly and often exhibit high spatial, but very
low temporal, variability. Therefore, relative to its actual value, detecting any measurable changes can
be very difficult. Smith [103] demonstrated, for a range of soil types and land uses by using a model
of SOC dynamics, that six to 10 years would be required to detect a 15% SOC increase (regular soil
sampling of 10 to 20 samples). Smaller variations would require a very large number of soil samples.
To estimate C sequestration, an initial set of SOC measurements must be taken to establish a baseline
condition that is assumed to be at a steady state and then any subsequent positive changes in SOC
stocks due to management changes can be considered atmospheric C sequestration or alternatively loss
due to SOC depletion [72]. The accumulation of C in the soil is dependent on a balance between fresh C
inputs and SOC respiration. With a land use change, SOC may increase when C inputs are greater than
before but the concomitant increase in substrate for decomposition results in an equilibrium after some
time. Current IPCC guidelines state that SOC stocks stabilize or reach a new steady state equilibrium
after 20 years [42] following a management change. However, for many soil types, especially those
with a high clay content and high SOC levels, a 20-year timeframe is likely to be too short to establish
a new SOC equilibrium following either a land use change or land cover change. Furthermore, some
conventionally managed soils may, under some conditions, continue to lose C for 50 to 100 years [104].
Spatial variability and the slow rate at which C changes both present major challenges for monitoring
and predicting SOC changes [105]. Long-term field experiments (i.e., a diachronic approach) lasting
several years or even decades are generally considered to be the best for detecting soil management
effects on soil C storage [67], but unfortunately paired plots (i.e., synchronic or chronosequence studies)
were found to be the most common within the literature reviewed for both countries. One study by
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Costa Junior [106] did examine both strategies and showed that the diachronic approach could more
accurately detect soil C accumulation changes since the synchronic approach tended to over-estimate
C accumulation.
4.1.3. Sample Collection Method—Pits versus Cores
After selecting a sampling design that is appropriate for the question being asked (i.e., short-term
SOC change or long-term C sequestration), another important question is how to collect samples.
There are several options for collecting soil samples (e.g., digging open pits, coring with a punch
core, using a machine-driven core drill, or for some unique situations relying on explosives).
However, for SOC studies, the two most common sampling approaches are: (1) large-excavation
of quantitative soil pits (henceforth, “pit”); and (2) coring (i.e., extracting a cylindrical section of
soil), as outlined in the GRACEnet protocol [58] or similar documents. The excavation of soil pits
has been identified as a widely applicable and universally accepted method [107], and therefore
most of the Brazilian studies examined in this review utilized the “pit” method for sample collection.
Conversely, all U.S. studies used the coring method. When compared to collecting soil samples
from pits, coring is much less time consuming, therefore making it possible to collect a greater
number of samples and achieve greater precision, especially in spatially heterogeneous sites.
Many researchers [107] agree that the increased number of samples is an acceptable tradeoff for
the soil compression that occurs with coring. However, the nearly exclusive use of coring in the U.S.
has resulted in a lack of knowledge regarding the distribution or extent of the compaction within
different soil core increments and a low level of precision and understanding of the partitioning in
compaction that can occur with coring [108]. Methods to overcome sampling-induced compaction have
been developed, but other potential sources of inaccuracy persist. For example, underestimating of the
coarse soil fractions (>2 mm) can occur if the coring equipment is unable to collect larger rocks [109].
Fortunately, for most agricultural soils with low rock content, this effect is probably negligible.
In comparison to collecting cores, using excavated pits can more readily reveal soil structure and
horizon development [110]. Soil pits can also eliminate the accuracy constraint of cores by allowing
a more specific measurement of soil mass for bulk density assessment [109]. The major problem
associated with pit sampling is site disturbance, and thus the diminished possibility for re-sampling
at the same location (i.e., diachronic research). This can affect the precision of SOC estimates when
calculating changes in soil C stock [110]. For soil C and nitrogen analyses, some researchers have
chosen to supplement pit sampling by collecting additional cores using an auger. However, it can
be difficult to identify the exact depth from which the core samples were taken and to prevent cross
contamination of soil strata when sampling with augers. This challenge can be overcome by using a
core barrel sampler attachment [111], as confirmed by recent research [29] showing that undisturbed
cores can be collected from agricultural soils with augers. However, augers should be avoided in
ecosystems with variable quantities of stones and coarse roots (e.g., forests) and emerging technologies
such as the rotary core device [107] should be used. This recommendation originated from research
by Rau [107], who compared the sampling of pits with a rotary core device, and found no consistent
bias for either method. However, that is only one comparison study, thus our recommendation is
for additional studies comparing traditional coring methods with a combination of soil pits and
auger sampling.
4.1.4. Sampling Depth and Increments
Choosing the correct sampling depth for the question being asked is very important because
SOC is unevenly distributed throughout the soil profile [29] and several studies have shown that
long-term C accumulation can occur in deeper soil layers (e.g., 30 to 100 cm) [112]. Measuring SOC
only within the upper portion of the soil profile could yield inaccurate results [67], and either over- or
under-estimate temporal changes such as erosion that occurred [113]. As a result, most SOC sampling
protocols (e.g., GRACEnet) now advise that samples be taken to a depth of at least 100 cm [11,62].
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Other protocols [114] and recommendations [23] suggest that SOC measurements be taken throughout
the entire root zone, which for some plant species, can extend to 200 cm. However, current spatial
inventories of SOC often focus only on the mineral topsoil, since that is what the Kyoto Protocol
specifies [115]. As a result, existing soil C maps that frequently provide the basis for sustainability
studies (e.g., LCA of ethanol feedstock production) are often based on data that poorly reflects C pools
within deeper soil horizons [29]. Furthermore, it has been found that differences in root distribution
between plant species and/or effects of plowing versus no-till operations might be overshadowed if
only a portion of the soil profile is examined [112,116].
In addition to choosing the total sampling depth for the question being asked, decisions will
be needed regarding appropriate depth increments to calculate SOC changes, redistribution, loss,
or sequestration. The most common choices are to sample by horizon, an approach that is often easier
with pits than core samples, using a fixed sampling depth (e.g., 0 to 5-, 5 to 15-, 15 to 30-, 30 to 60-,
and 60 to 100-cm), or if the comparison involves a tillage change (conventional versus no-tillage), using
a fixed sample mass to compensate for compaction-induced volumetric changes. Within the limitations
of this review, we were unable to assess the implications of collecting samples from different depth
increments on final estimates of SOC stocks in either the U.S. or Brazil. This would have required
sample re-analysis which was outside of the scope of our assessment. We do agree that implementing
recommendations for deeper sampling in all SOC studies would result in better and more meaningful
comparisons, but we are pragmatic enough to realize that ultimately each researcher will be faced with
determining exactly how many samples and depth increments can be collected, processed, analyzed,
and interpreted based on available fiscal and labor resources. We also acknowledge that in many
locations, deeper soils are protected from change. Additionally, soil truncation can vary by site
(e.g., even 100 cm of soil erosion can occur in areas with a steep slope) and must be accounted for in
the sampling protocol as well. In general, however, the soil science community is lacking information
on SOC with depth.
4.1.5. Laboratory Analysis—Walkley-Black Titration Method (WB) versus
Dry Combustion (EA) Methods
After addressing all the factors influencing the collection of soil samples for SOC quantification,
the next decision point for which there are varying perspectives is the method of laboratory analysis.
To illustrate the implications of different analytical procedures, data from four studies carried out in
agricultural soils of Brazil comparing WB and EA methods for total C quantification were compiled
in Figure 3. Soil analyses from the upper 5 cm of a clayey Oxisol of Central Brazil (Cerrado biome)
cropped to different maize rotations were provided by Coser [49], while those from Segnini [117] also
corresponded to Oxisols but from the Northern São Paulo state. In a third study [118], soil total C
data came from different soils planted to eucalyptus from eastern Minas Gerais, including Oxisols.
Finally, a dataset from Fernandes [119] comprehended seventeen top soil samples, including eleven
Oxisols, four Inceptisols, one Spodosol, and one Histosol from different locations in Brazil.
In most of the cases, the EA method detected higher concentrations of C than the WB method.
The best agreement between the two methods was associated with a low C content. Two factors are
hypothesized as reasons for a decreased efficiency of the WB method [33] compared to the EA analysis.
First, there is a known strong interaction between organic C and the iron-enriched minerals in Oxisols
and the common presence of charcoal in Brazilian soils [120] that could have contributed to differences
between the two methods of analysis. Both factors could also explain the greater underestimation
and variable results within surface samples from the Oxisols (Figure 3). Hence, underestimation of
C content in soil samples from areas subjected to fire (i.e., those producing sugarcane or soybean
and maize in Brazil), is expected if WB methods are used. Trends for overestimating soil C content
with the WB method were observed by Segnini [117], which could be a result of the high iron content
of Oxisols. Using the WB method, they found that C content was underestimated by 18% when
compared to the EA method when all samples were compared. A detailed study by Tivet [48] for soils
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of tropical and subtropical regions in Brazil demonstrated the influence of land cover on the efficiency
of the WB method. Effects of clay content and soil depth were also evaluated. Although there was
a general agreement between WB and EA methods, Tivet [48] concluded that for a more accurate
determination of soil C content, a site-specific calibration factor should be used with the WB method.
This is ratified by the absence of a common trend among datasets presented in Figure 3. Based on
available literature reviewed in this section, dry combustion analysis using EA is the most accurate
method for measuring the soil C content. However, in many cases, the WB method was the only
available option for monitoring temporal changes or it was used in the past to generate reference data
sets that could now be compared to actual data. Once again, the development of site-specific correction
factors would be the best strategy to improve data quality.
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4.2. Soil Monitoring Networks, Model Simulations, and Implications
Field sampling and laboratory analyses associated with individual studies such as those discussed
above serve as the primary source for most regional and global estimates of SOC stocks [121].
Extrapolating the mean but site-specific soil C measurements for broad categories of soil or vegetation
types primarily through simulation modeling introduces other uncertainties in addition to the
methodological variations discussed above. Some of the additional factors include: variations in
SOC stocks due to land use history [122], inadequate accounting of vertical soil C distribution [123],
and lack of consensus regarding the appropriate area for extrapolation [124]. Even in well-studied
regions, information on the SOC pool and its temporal and spatial dynamics is erratic, and diverse
soil sampling approaches exacerbate the issue and cause high uncertainty, even for relatively simple
regional comparisons [16,29].
Issues highlighted by global Sustainable Development goals, such as land and soil degradation,
climate change, and increasing demand for food, feed, fiber, and fuel resources, have prompted many
organizations to initiate efforts to address the high uncertainty associated with current soil C surveys.
These initiatives emphasize the need for investment in global, regional, and local high resolution data
on soil carbon and nutrients [125], and to improve models and applications using more reliable soil
data [14]. Accurate predictions of SOC in response to agricultural or conservation practices are required
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to improve understanding of interactions among land management, productivity, and climate change
(e.g., the USDA-Natural Resources Conservation Service Rapid Assessment of US Soil Carbon) [126].
SOC calculations from global networks and monitoring initiatives such as these are increasingly being
utilized to determine the overall GHG impacts of producing bioenergy [127]. Having accurate SOC
data is extremely important because it is being used to estimate CO2 flux from agricultural practices and
has become a component of LCAs being used to evaluate bioenergy production systems [8,29,99,128].
U.S. regulations such as the Renewable Fuel Standard and California’s LCFS require LCAs
of emissions associated with transport fuel options. For biofuels such as ethanol in the U.S.,
regulatory bodies have relied upon the Greenhouse gases, Regulated Emissions, and Energy use
in the Transportation model, GREET [129], to estimate emissions from bioenergy feedstock production
and use [130]. These calculations require a soil C factor expressed as C emissions per unit land area per
year, to estimate SOC loss because of changing land cover and/or management [131]. For the federal
Renewable Fuel Standard, direct soil C emission factors are generally based on the results of Colorado
State’s CENTURY SOM model [132]. However, CENTURY only considers the 0 to 20 cm layer, even
though the IPCC recommends that assessments should focus on at least a 30-cm depth and if possible
to 100 cm. These examples of how policies rely on SOC data illustrate the importance of striving for a
consistent sampling and assessment protocol. Relying on only the upper soil profile (i.e., 0 to 20 cm)
simulated SOC changes may be misleading.
4.3. A U.S. and Brazilian Proposal for Enhanced SOC Assessments
4.3.1. Sampling
The publications analyzed in this review helped identify several factors limiting the quality and
reliability of SOC measurement data in both the U.S. and Brazil. These include: (i) limited descriptions
of the methods used; (ii) two distinctly different strategies for collecting samples—pit versus core
sampling; (iii) significant variation in sampling depth; and (iv) differences in analytical approaches
(WB versus EA). We also describe the importance of having accurate, reliable SOC data because
of the impact it can have on bioenergy industries through policy-mandated regulations and LCA.
Collectively, the differences identified among studies, coupled with the lack of data and supporting
documentation, reinforce the need for standardized protocols and a common reporting system for
publishing SOC data.
To begin building consensus for more consistent and comparable soil C data, our first
recommendation is to invest in field research that makes direct comparisons of the factors influencing
SOC measurements in Brazil and the U.S. We recommend using a stratified sampling scheme [58] to
capture the inherent soil variability in bioenergy producing regions within both countries. We also
recommend a diachronic (long-term) approach [106], but recognize that a synchronic (chronosequence)
approach may be more feasible for examining changing land use or management practices. However, if
a synchronic experimental design is used, it is essential that a baseline or pre-treatment condition is
documented [133]. Whenever possible, pre-treatment baselines should be used, but if they are not
available, time-sequence samples should be taken at least once each year [134]. The baseline samples
should also be used to assess spatial variability and the appropriate number of replicates [135] using
statistical tools. It is also important to account for the spatial arrangement of plants within the sampling
area (i.e., whether they are stratified or subdivided). Whether using pits, soil core devices, or augers,
the area allocated to each plant should be considered by taking into account inter-row spacing and
the in-row distance between plants. Effects of plot size relative to landscape position should also be
considered when designing an efficient and reliable sampling strategy [134].
Currently, excavation and sampling from soil pits is recommended [135] as blocks or monoliths
can be withdrawn to represent an appropriate soil volume attributed to each plant. We recognize
this may not be feasible for some studies, so we offer the following recommendations for using
soil cores or augers. First, the choice will likely be influenced by available resources and site
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characteristics (i.e., avoid augers in ecosystems with variable quantities of stones and coarse roots) [29].
Whenever possible, use a rotary coring device.
Regarding depth increments, we recommend collecting a sample for each 10 cm [58] throughout
the effective rooting depth, and for each 20-cm increment below the rooting depth until the full 100 cm
profile is sampled [11,43]. This is consistent with GRACEnet protocols [58] and REAP methods [40].
We also recognize that deeper (e.g., 200 cm) or shallower (30 cm) sampling may be more appropriate
for some studies and locations [136].
4.3.2. Research Recommendations
Based on this review, our recommended priorities for future soil C research include:
(i) comparisons of analytical methods for SOC analysis; (ii) concurrent assessments of other soil quality
indicators (biological, chemical, and physical); and (iii) detailed evaluations of SOC fractionation
methods [137] and quantification of the stability of various SOC components based on the fractionation
method [29]. Quantifying the stability of various SOC fractions is important because of the difference
among very active (labile) to stable (non-labile) fractions [137] and their relative contribution to
nutrient cycling and biological availability of TC [137,138]. Furthermore, each SOC fraction has a
unique impact on soil quality, thus requiring studies to better understand the interaction between
SOM and aggregate formation.
Given the current initiatives to measure SOC, and the valuable experiences outside of the U.S.
and Brazil, an updated comprehensive review of soil C literature would be useful to examine
emerging data sets and new methodologies used around the world. For example, in China,
many researchers routinely measure SOC to a depth of at least 40 cm [139]. Cross comparisons
and rigorous science-based evaluations of site selection, sampling strategy, processing techniques,
analytical measurements, and interpretation should be examined to facilitate a standardized SOC
methodology with global relevance. Finally, we recommend that improved and updated approaches
be incorporated into international standards (e.g., ISO 13065 [140]) or voluntary certification systems
so that the nexus between agriculture and bioenergy production is addressed in a more consistent
manner and to facilitate comparable assessment protocols and interpretations of C measurement data.
Assessments with implications for bioenergy industries, food security, and global climate forcing,
should rely on the best available methods.
5. Conclusions
Soil carbon performs multiple functions that are recognized as being important for the production
of food, feed, fiber, and bioenergy, as well as for calculating GHG balances and assessing other
ecosystem services. Accuracy and objectivity in SOC measurements are important for both guiding
policy and informing public opinion. Although several scientific studies have shown that high yielding
agricultural crops (e.g., switchgrass) [141] could, with appropriate management practices, increase C
sinks by sequestering soil C and mitigating GHG emissions [4,142], public opinion is still mixed on the
relative GHG benefits of bioenergy. Some recent articles asserting SOC losses occur with biomass use
for energy add to public uncertainty [143–145]. Additionally, controversies about effects are likely to
persist until consensus is reached on standard protocols for measuring SOC and SOC changes over
time. Coordinated efforts are needed to improve the assessment and monitoring of the global soil C
pool. Reliable and verifiable SOC data are needed to support accurate LCA calculations. Analysts and
modelers need access to reliable SOC analyses rather than a mixture of studies reflecting diverse
methods. As diverse C trading programs and certification schemes emerge, both will rely more heavily
on SOC data [114], underscoring the need for international standards to address inconsistencies such
as those highlighted in this review.
We hope that our recommendations support improved protocols and generate the information
needed to conduct fair and consistent comparisons of the SOC implications of different energy
options. At a minimum, we would like to promote a dialogue about the value of standardized
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SOC measurements. The recommendations are a starting point. We recognize that continual
improvement based on the new findings is a core concept for more sustainable land management
practices. We therefore encourage continued investment in monitoring and analysis to help managers
make informed decisions about the options that are most likely to lead to higher productivity and
higher SOC concentrations while relying on fewer inputs.
Acknowledgments: Financial Support: NIPE, Grant 2012/06933-6 São Paulo Research Foundation (FAPESP),
NLAE, ORNL, UT-Battelle LLC, US. Department of Agriculture—Agricultural Research Service, the National
Science Foundation’s Partnerships in International Research and Education (PIRE) Program IIA #1243444, and US
Department of Energy, BioEnergy Technologies Office (BETO). This manuscript has been authored by UT-Battelle,
LLC under Contract No. DE-AC05-00OR22725 with the U.S. Department of Energy. The United States Government
retains and the publisher, by accepting the article for publication, acknowledges that the United States Government
retains a non-exclusive, paid-up, irrevocable, worldwide license to publish or reproduce the published form of
this manuscript, or allow others to do so, for United States Government purposes. The Department of Energy will
provide public access to these results of federally sponsored research in accordance with the DOE Public Access
Plan (http://energy.gov/downloads/doe-public-access-plan). The views and opinions of the authors expressed
herein do not necessarily state or reflect those of the United States Government or any agency thereof. Neither the
United States Government nor any agency thereof, nor any of their employees, makes any warranty, expressed
or implied, or assumes any legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of any
information, apparatus, product, or process disclosed, or represents that its use would not infringe privately
owned rights.
Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.
References
1. Eric, H.; Oelkers, D.R.C. Carbon Dioxide Sequestration A Solution to a Global Problem. Elements 2008,
4, 305–310.
2. Ontl, T.A.; Lisa, A. Soil Carbon Storage. Nat. Educ. Knowl. 2012, 3, 35.
3. Jörn, P.W.; Scharlemann, E.V.T.; Hiederer, R.; Kapos, V. Global soil carbon: Understanding and managing the
largest terrestrial carbon pool. Carbon Manag. 2014, 5, 81–91.
4. Meki, M.N.; Kiniry, J.R.; Behrman, K.D.; Pawlowski, M.N.; Crow, S.E. The Role of Simulation Models in
Monitoring Soil Organic Carbon Storage and Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Potential in Bioenergy Cropping
Systems. In CO2 Sequestration and Valorization; Esteves, M.V., Ed.; In Tech: London, UK, 2014.
5. Ecological Society of America. Carbon Sequestration in Soils; Ecological Society of America: Washington, DC,
USA, 2012.
6. Houghton, R.A. Balancing the Global Carbon Budget. Annu. Rev. Earth Planet. Sci. 2007, 35, 313–347.
[CrossRef]
7. Jobággy, E.G.; Jackson, R.B. The vertical distribution of soil organic carbon and its relation to climate and
vegetation. Ecol. Appl. 2000, 10, 423–436. [CrossRef]
8. McBride, A.C.; Dale, V.H.; Baskaran, L.M.; Downing, M.E.; Eaton, L.M.; Efroymson, R.A.; Garten, C.T.;
Kline, K.L.; Jager, H.L.; Mulholland, P.J.; et al. Indicators to support environmental sustainability of bioenergy
systems. Ecol. Indic. 2011, 11, 1277–1289. [CrossRef]
9. Craswell, E.T.; Lefroy, R.D.B. The role and function of organic matter in tropical soils. Nutr. Cycl. Agroecosyst.
2001, 61, 7–18. [CrossRef]
10. Schmidt, M.W.; Torn, M.S.; Abiven, S.; Dittmar, T.; Guggenberger, G.; Janssens, I.A.; Kleber, M.;
Kögel-Knabner, I.; Lehmann, J.; Manning, D.A.; et al. Persistence of soil organic matter as an ecosystem
property. Nature 2011, 478, 49–56. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
11. Cerri, C.E.P.; Galdos, M.V.; Carvalho, J.L.N.C.; Feigl, B.J.; Cerri, C.C. Quantifying soil carbon stocks and
greenhouse gas fluxes in the sugarcane agrosystem: Point of view. Sci. Agric. 2013, 70, 361–368. [CrossRef]
12. Goal 15: Sustainably Manage Forests, Combat Desertification, Halt and Reverse Land Degradation, Halt
Biodiversity Loss. 2017. Available online: http://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/biodiversity/
(accessed on 19 December 2017).
13. U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service. Soil Survey Field and Laboratory
Methods Manual. In Soil Survey Investigations; U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources
Conservation Service: Washington, DC, USA, 2014.
Sustainability 2018, 10, 53 14 of 20
14. Omuto, C.; Nachtergaele, F.; Rojas, R.V. State of the Art Report on Global and Regional Soil Information: Where
Are We? Where to Go? Global Soil Partnership Technical Report; Food and Agriculture Organization of the
United Nations: Rome, Italy, 2013.
15. Conant, R.T.; Ogle, S.M.; Paul, E.A.; Paustian, K. Measuring and monitoring SOC stocks in agricultural lands
for climate mitigation. Front. Ecol. Environ. 2010, 9, 169–173. [CrossRef]
16. Edwards, R.; Mahieu, V.; Griesemann, J.C.; Larivé, J.F.; Rickeard, D.J. Well-To-Wheels Analysis of Future
Automotive Fuels and Powertrains in the Euro-Pean Context; SAE Technical Paper; SAE International:
Washington, DC, USA, 2011.
17. Dufossé, K.; Querleu, C.; Gabrielle, B.; Drouet, J.L. What is the most sustainable biomass supply mix for
bioethanol production? Example of the Burgundy region in France. In Proceedings of the 9th International
Conference on Life Cycle Assessment in the Agri-Food Sector (LCA Food 2014), San Francisco, CA, USA,
8–10 October 2014.
18. California Air Resources Board. Low Carbon Fuel Standard; California Air Resources Board: Sacramento, CA,
USA, 2015.
19. Ministério de Minas e Energia. RenovaBio: Biocombustíveis 2030; Ministério de Minas e Energia: Brasília,
Federal District, Brazil, 2017.
20. Guo, L.B.; Gifford, R.M. Soil carbon stocks and land use change: A meta analysis. Glob. Chang. Biol. 2002,
8, 345–360. [CrossRef]
21. FAO. Guideline for Soil Description; Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO): Rome,
Italy, 2006.
22. Prentice, I.C.; Farquhar, G.D.; Fasham, M.J.R.; Goulden, M.L.; Heimann, M.; Jaramillo, V.J.; Kheshgi, H.S.;
LeQuéré, C.; Scholes, R.J.; Wallace, D.W.R. The Carbon Cycle and Atmospheric Carbon Dioxide. In Climate
Change 2001: The Scientific Basis. In Contributions of Working Group I to the Third Assessment Report
of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change; Houghton, J.T., Ding, Y., Griggs, D.J., Noguer, M.,
van der Linden, P.J., Dai, X., Maskell, K., Johnson, C.A., Eds.; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge,
UK, 2001; pp. 185–237.
23. Olson, K.R.; Al-Kaisi, M.M. The importance of soil sampling depth for accurate account of soil organic
carbon sequestration, storage, retention and loss. Catena 2015, 125, 33–37. [CrossRef]
24. Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). Mitigation of Climate Change Summary for Policymakers
and Technical Summary; Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC): Geneva, Switzerland, 2014.
25. Wang, M.; Jeongwoo, H.; Dunn, J.B. Well-to-wheels energy use and greenhouse gas emission of ethanol from
corn, sugarcane, and cellulosic biomass for US use. Environ. Res. Lett. 2012, 7, 045905. [CrossRef]
26. Devlies, B. Ethanol as mitigation measure in the transport sector: Countervailing perverse effects of
uncoordinated biofuel standards in the, U.S. and Brazil. Energy Law J. 2017, 38, 213–231.
27. Post, W.M.; Izaurralde, R.C.; Mann, L.K.; Bliss, N. Monitoring and verifying changes of organic carbon in
soil. Clim. Chang. 2001, 51, 73–99. [CrossRef]
28. Panagos, P.; Van Liedekerke, M.; Jones, A.; Montanarella, L. European Soil Data Centre: Response to
European policy support and public data requirements. Land Use Policy 2012, 29, 329–338. [CrossRef]
29. Jandl, R.; Rodeghier, M.; Martinex, C.; Cotrufo, M.F.; Bampa, F.; Wesemael, B.; Harrison, R.B.; Guerrini, I.A.;
Richter, D.D., Jr.; Rustad, L.; et al. Current status, uncertainty, and future needs in SOC monitoring.
Sci. Total Environ. 2014, 468, 376–383. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
30. Web of Science. Available online: https://login.webofknowledge.com/ (accessed on 19 December 2017).
31. Google. 2017. Available online: https://scholar.google.com/ (accessed on 19 December 2017).
32. ResearchGate. 2017. Available online: https://www.researchgate.net/ (accessed on 19 December 2017).
33. Nelson, D.W.; Sommers, L. Total carbon, organic carbon and organic matter. In Methods of Soil Analysis Part 3.
Chemical Methods; Soil Science Society of America and American Society of Agronomy: Madison, WI, USA,
1996; pp. 963–1010.
34. Walkley, A.; Black, I.A. An examination of the Degtjareff method for determining soil organic matter and a
proposed modification of the chromic acid titration method. Soil Sci. 1934, 37, 29–38. [CrossRef]
35. Amaral, W.A.N. Environmental sustainability of sugarcane ethanol in Brazil. In Sugarcane Ethanol;
Zuurbier, P., van de Vooren, J., Eds.; Wageningen Academic Publishers: Wageningen, The Netherlands, 2008;
pp. 113–138.
Sustainability 2018, 10, 53 15 of 20
36. Cerri, C.C.; Galdos, M.V.; Maia, S.M.F.; Bernoux, M.; Feigl, B.J.; Powlson, D.; Cerri, C.E.P. Effect of sugarcane
harvesting systems on soil carbon stocks in Brazil: An examination of existing data. Eur. J. Sci. 2011, 62, 23–28.
[CrossRef]
37. Mello, F.F.C.; Cerri, C.E.P.; Davies, C.A.; Holbrook, N.M.; Paustian, K.; Maia, S.M.F.; Galdos, M.V.;
Bernoux, M.; Cerri, C.C. Payback time for soil carbon and sugar-cane ethanol. Nat. Clim. Chang. 2014,
4, 605–609. [CrossRef]
38. USDA. Corn for All Purposes, Planted Acres by County-2016; U.S. Department of Agriculture: Washington, DC,
USA, 2016.
39. IBGE. SIDRA, Pesquisa Agrícola Municipal-2016; Brazilian Institute of Geography and Statistics: Brasilia, DF,
Brazil, 2016.
40. Karlen, D.L. Corn stover feedstock trials to support predictive modeling. Glob. Chang. Biol. Bioenergy 2010,
2, 235–247. [CrossRef]
41. Karlen, D.L.; Birell, S.J.; Hess, R.J. A five-year assessment of corn stover harvest in central Iowa, USA. Soil Sci.
Soc. Am. J. 2011, 75, 2271–2282. [CrossRef]
42. IPCC. Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories; Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IGES):
Hayama, Japan, 2006.
43. ISO. ISO 10381-1: Soil Quality—Sampling. Part 1: Guidance on the Design of Sampling Programmes; International
Organization for Standardization: Geneva, Switzerland, 2002.
44. ISO. ISO 10381-2: Soil Quality—Sampling. Part 2: Guidance on Sampling Techniques; International Organization
for Standardization: Geneva, Switzerland, 2002.
45. ISO. ISO 10381-4: Soil Quality—Sampling. Part 4: Guidance on the Procedure for Investigation of Natural,
Near-Natural and Cultivated Sites; International Organization for Standardization: Geneva, Switzerland, 2003.
46. Allison, L.E.; Bollen, W.B.; Moodie, C.D. Total Carbon. In Methods of Soil Analysis; Black, C.A., Ed.; America
Society of Agronomy: Madison, WI, USA, 1965; pp. 1346–1366.
47. Bisutti, I.; Hilke, I.; Raessler, M. Determination of Total Organic Carbon: An Overview of Current Methods.
Trends Anal. Chem. 2004, 23, 716–726. [CrossRef]
48. Tivet, F.; Sá, J.C.M.; Borszowskei, P.R.; Letourmy, P.; Briedis, C.; Ferreira, A.O.; Santos, J.B.; Inagaki, T.M.
Soil carbon inventory by wet oxidation and dry combustion methods: Effects of land use, soil texture
gradients and sampling depth on the linear model of C-equivalent correction factor. Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J. 2012,
76, 1048–1059.
49. Coser, T.R.; Figueiredo, C.C.; Ramos, M.L.G.; Jannuzzi, H.; Marchão, R.L. Recuperação de carbono obtida
por três métodos em frações da matéria orgânica de Latossolo, sob consórcio milho-forrageiras, no Cerrado.
Biosci. J. 2012, 28, 91–97.
50. Hussain, I.; Olson, K.R. Recovery rate of organic C in organic matter fractions of Grantsburg soils.
Commun. Soil Sci. Plant Anal. 2000, 31, 995–1001. [CrossRef]
51. Yeomans, J.C.; Bremner, J.M. A rapid and precise method for routine determination of organic carbon in soil.
Commun. Soil Sci. Plant Anal. 1988, 19, 1467–1476. [CrossRef]
52. Rheinheimer, D.S.; Campos, B.C.; Giacomini, S.J.; Conceição, P.C.; Bortoluzzi, C. Comparação de métodos de
determinação de carbono orgânico total no solo. Rev. Bras. Ciênc. Solo 2008, 32, 435–440. [CrossRef]
53. ITRC. Incremental Sampling Methodology. 2012. Available online: http://www.itrcweb.org/ism-1/5_3_
Field_Collection.html (accessed on 19 December 2017).
54. EPA. Guidance on choosing a sampling design for environmental data collection. In Office of Environmental
Information; U.S. Environmental Protection Agency: Washington, DC, USA, 2002.
55. Diekow, J.; Mielniczuk, J.; Knicker, H.; Bayer, C.; Dick, D.P.; Kogel-Knabner, I. Soil C and N stocks as affected
by cropping systems and nitrogen fertilization in a southern Brazil Acrisol managed under no-tillage for
17years. Soil Tillage Res. 2005, 81, 87–95. [CrossRef]
56. Calegari, A.; Hargrove, W.L.; Rheinheimer, D.D.S.; Ralisch, R.; Tessier, D.; de Tourdonnet, S.;
de Fatima Guimares, M. Impact of long-term no-tillage and cropping system management on SOC in an oxisol:
A model for sustainability. Soil Qual. Fertil. 2008, 100, 1013–1019.
57. Zotarelli, L.; Zatorre, N.P.; Alves, B.J.R.; Jantalia, C.P.; Franchini, J.C.; Urquiaga, S.; Boddey, R.M. Influence of
no-tillage and frequency of a green manure legume in crop rotations on balancing N outputs and preserving
soil organic C stocks. Field Crop Res. 2012, 132, 185–195. [CrossRef]
Sustainability 2018, 10, 53 16 of 20
58. Liebig, M.; Varvel, G.; Honeycutt, W. Guidelines for Site Description and Soil Sampling, Processing, Analysis,
and Archiving. GRACEnet Protocols 2010. Available online: www.ars.usda.gov/research/GRACEnet
(accessed on 19 December 2017).
59. Razafimbelo, T.; Barthes, B.; Larre-larrouy, M.C.; De luca, E.F.; Laurent, J.Y.; Cerri, C.C.; Feller, C. Effect of
sugarcane residue management (mulching versus burning) on organic matter in a clayey Oxisol from
southern Brazil. Agric. Ecosyst. Environ. 2006, 115, 285–289. [CrossRef]
60. Evers, B.J.; Blanco-Canqui, H.B.; Staggenbor, S.A.; Tatarko, J. Dedicated Bioenergy Crop Impacts on Soil
Wind Erodibility and Organic Carbon in Kansas. Agron. J. 2013, 105, 1271–1276. [CrossRef]
61. Karlen, D.L.; Camardella, C.A.; Kovar, J.L. Soil quality response to long-term tillage and crop rotation
practices. Soil Tillage Res. 2013, 133, 54–64. [CrossRef]
62. Resende, A.S.; Xavier, R.P.; Oliveria, O.C.; Urquiaga, S.; Alves, B., Jr.; Boddey, R.M. Long-term effects of
pre-harvest burning and nitrogen and vinasse applications on yield of sugar cane and soil carbon and
nitrogen stocks on a plantation in Pernambuco, N.E. Brazil. Plant Soil 2006, 281, 339–351. [CrossRef]
63. Gal, A.; Vyn, T.J.; Micheli, E.; Kladivko, E.J.; Mcfee, W.W. Soil carbon and nitrogen accumulation with
long-term no-till versus moldboard plowing overestimated with tilled-zone sampling depths. Soil Tillage Res.
2007, 96, 42–51. [CrossRef]
64. Follett, R.F.; Jantalia, C.P.; Halvorson, A.D. Soil carbon dynamics for irrigated corn under two tillage systems.
Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J. 2013, 77, 951–963. [CrossRef]
65. Bolinder, M.A.; Angers, D.A.; Grioux, M.; Laverdiere, M.R. Estimating C inputs retained as soil organic
matter from corn (Zea Mays L.). Plant Soil 1999, 215, 85–91. [CrossRef]
66. Franzluebbers, A.J.; Stuedemann, J.A. Soil-profile distribution of organic C and N after 6 years of tillage and
grazing management. Eur. J. Soil Sci. 2013, 64, 558–566. [CrossRef]
67. Olson, K.R. SOC sequestration, storage, retention and loss in U.S. croplands: Issues paper for protocol
development. Geoderma 2013, 195, 201–206. [CrossRef]
68. Cerri, C.C.; Bernoux, M.; Feller, C.; Campos, D.C.; De Luca, E.F.; Eschenbrenner, V. Canne a sucre et
sequestration du carbone. In Academie d’Agriculture de France; Séance de l’Académie d’Agriculture de France:
Paris, France, 2004.
69. Goidts, E.; Van Wesemael, B.; Crucifix, M. Crucifix, Magnitude and sources of uncertainties in soil organic
carbon (SOC) stock assessments at various scales. Eur. J. Soil Sci. 2009, 60, 723–739. [CrossRef]
70. Yang, X.; Wander, M.M. Temporal changes in dry aggregate size and stability: Tillage and crop effects on a
silty loam Mollisol in Illinois. Soil Tillage Res. 1998, 49, 173–183. [CrossRef]
71. Duiker, S.W.; Lal, R. Crop residue and tillage effects on carbon sequestration in a Luvisol in central Ohio.
Soil Tillage Res. 1999, 52, 73–81. [CrossRef]
72. Yang, X.M.; Wander, M.M. Tillage effects on soil organic carbon distribution and estimation of C storage.
Soil Tillage Res. 1999, 52, 1–9. [CrossRef]
73. Clapp, C.E.; Allmaras, R.R.; Layese, M.F.; Linden, D.R.; Dowdy, R.H. SOC and 13C abundance as related
to tillage, crop residue, and nitrogen fertilization under continuous corn management in Minnesota.
Soil Tillage Res. 2000, 55, 127–142. [CrossRef]
74. Motta, A.C.V.; Reeves, D.W.; Touchton, J.T. Long-Term Tillage System Effects on Chemical Soil Quality
Indicators in the Southeastern Coastal Plain. In Proceedings of the 23rd Annual Southern Conservation
Tillage Conference for Sustainable Agriculture, Monroe, LA, USA, 19–21 June 2000.
75. Rhoton, F.E.; Shipitalo, M.J.; Lindbo, D.L. Runoff and soil loss from Midwestern and southeastern US silt
loam soils as affected by tillage practice and soil organic matter content. Soil Tillage Res. 2002, 66, 1–11.
[CrossRef]
76. Wilts, A.R.; Reicosky, D.C.; Allmaras, R.R.; Clapp, C.E. Long-term corn residue effects: Harvest alternatives,
soil carbon turnover, and root-derived carbon. Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J. 2004, 68, 1342–1351. [CrossRef]
77. Halvorson, A.D.; Moiser, A.R.; Reule, C.A. Irrigated crop management effects on productivity, soil nitrogen,
and soil carbon. In Proceedings of the 2003 Fertilizer Industry Round Table, Winston-Salem, NC, USA,
28–30 October 2003.
78. Hooker, B.A.; Morris, T.F.; Peters, R.; Cardon, Z.G. Long-term effects of tillage and corn stalk return on soil
carbon dynamics. Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J. 2005, 69, 188–196. [CrossRef]
79. Olson, K.R.; Lang, J.M.; Ebalhar, S.A. SOC changes after 12 years of no-tilalge and tillage of grantsburg soils
in southern Illinois. Soil Tillage Res. 2005, 181, 217–225. [CrossRef]
Sustainability 2018, 10, 53 17 of 20
80. Ramirez, G.A. Soil Carbon Sequestration and Greenhouse Gas Fluxes in the Eastern Corn Belt.
Ph.D. Dissertation, Purdue University, West Lafayette, IN, USA, 2007; p. 169.
81. Sainju, U.P.; Senwo, Z.N.; Nyakatawa, E.Z.; Tazison, I.A.; Reddy, K.C. Soil carbon and nitrogen sequestration
as affected by long-term tillage, cropping systems, and nitrogen fertilizer sources. Agric. Ecosyst. Environ.
2008, 127, 234–240. [CrossRef]
82. Varvel, G.E.; Wilhelm, W.W. Long-term SOC as affected by tillage and cropping systems. Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J.
2010, 74, 915–921. [CrossRef]
83. Follett, R.F.; Vogel, K.P.; Varvel, G.E. Soil carbon sequestration by switchgrass and no-till maize grown for
bioenergy. Bioenergy Res. 2012, 5, 866–875. [CrossRef]
84. Aziz, I.; Mahmood, T.; Islam, K.R. Effect of long term no-till and conventional tillage practices on soil quality.
Soil Tillage Res. 2013, 131, 28–35. [CrossRef]
85. Ashworth, A.J.; Allen, F.L.; Wight, J.P.; Saxton, A.M.; Tyler, D.D.; Sams, C.E. Soil Organic Carbon Sequestration
Rates under Crop Sequence Diversity, Bio-Covers, and No-Tillage. Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J. 2014, 78, 1726–1733.
[CrossRef]
86. De Paul Obade, V.; Lal, R. Soil quality evaluation under different land management practices. Environ. Earth Sci.
2014, 72, 4531–4549. [CrossRef]
87. Fan, R.Q.; Yang, X.M.; Drury, C.F.; Reynolds, W.D.; Zhang, X.P. Spatial distributions of soil chemical
and physical properties prior to planting soybean in soil under ridge-, no- and conventional-tillage in a
maize-soybean rotation. Soil Use Manag. 2014, 30, 414–422. [CrossRef]
88. Kumar, S.; Nakajima, T.; Mbonimpa, E.G.; Gautam, S.; Somireddy, U.R.; Kadono, A.; Lal, R.; Chintala, R.;
Rafique, R.; Fausey, N. Long-term tillage and drainage influences on soil organic carbon dynamics, aggregate
stability and corn yield. Soil Sci. Plant Nutr. 2014, 60, 108–118. [CrossRef]
89. Xiaong, X.; Grunwald, S.; Myers, D.B.; Ross, C.W.; Harris, W.G.; Comerford, N.B. Interaction effects of
climate and land use/land cover change on soil organic carbon sequestration. Sci. Total Environ. 2014,
493, 974–982. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
90. Souza, Z.M.; de Prado, R.M.; Paizao, A.C.S.; Cesarin, L.G. Sistemas de colheita e manejo de palhada de
cana-de-acucar. Pesquisa Agropecuaria Brasileira 2005, 40, 271–278. [CrossRef]
91. Szakács, G.G.J. Soil Carbon Stocks and Soil Aggregation under Sugar Cane: The Effect of Green Trash and Climate in
Central and Southern Brazil; Centro de Energia Nuclear na Agricultura, Universidade de São Paulo: Piracicaba,
Brazil, 2007.
92. Galdos, M.V.; Cerri, C.C.; Cerri, C.E.P. Soil carbon stocks under burned and unburned sugarcane in Brazil.
Georderma 2009, 153, 347–352. [CrossRef]
93. Pinheiro, E.F.M.; Lima, E.; Ceddia, M.B.; Urquiaga, S.; Alves, B.J.R.; Boddey, R.B. Impact of pre harvest
burning versus trash conservation on soil carbon and nitrogen stocks on a sugarcane plantation in the
Brazilian Atlantic forest region. Plant Soil 2010, 333, 71–80. [CrossRef]
94. Rossi, C.G.; Pereira, M.G.; Loss, A.; Gazolla, P.B.; Perin, A.; Cunha dos Anjos, L.H. Changes in soil C and N
distribution assessed by natural 13C and 15N abundance in a chronosequence of sugarcane crops managed
with pre-harvest burning in a Cerrado area of Goiás, Brazil. Agric. Ecosyst. Environ. 2013, 170, 36–44.
[CrossRef]
95. Borges, L.A.; Ramos, M.L.G.; Vivaldi, L.J.; Fernandes, P.M.; Madari, B.E.; Soares, R.A.B.; Fontoura, P.R.
Impact of Sugarcane Cultivation on the Biological Attributes of an Oxisol in The Brazilian Savannah. Biosci. J.
2014, 30, 1459–1473.
96. Kuwano, B.H.; Knob, A.; Lima Fagotti, D.S.; Melém Júnior, N.J.; Godoy, L.; Cátia Diehl, R.; Célia Krawulski, C.;
Andrade Filho, G.; Zangaro Filho, W.; Tavares-Filho, J.; et al. Soil quality indicators in a rhodic kandiudult
under different uses in northern Parana, Brazil. Rev. Bras. Ciênc. Solo 2014, 38, 50–59. [CrossRef]
97. Seben, G.D., Jr.; Eduardo Cora, J.; Lal, R. The effects of land use and soil management on the physical
properties of an Oxisol in Southeast Brazil. Rev. Bras. Ciênc. Solo 2014, 38, 1245–1255. [CrossRef]
98. De Vasconcelos, R.F.B.; de Souza, E.R.; Cantalice, J.R.B.; Silva, L.S. Physical quality of Yellow Oxisol of a
coastal plain under different management systems in sugarcane. Rev. Bras. Eng. Agríc. Ambient. 2014,
18, 381–386.
99. USDA. Model Simulation of Soil Loss, Nutrient Loss, and Change in SOC. 2006. Available online: http://www.
nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/national/technical/nra/ceap/pub/?cid=nrcs143_01412 (accessed on
19 December 2017).
Sustainability 2018, 10, 53 18 of 20
100. Empresa Brasileira de Pesquisa Agropecuária. Sistema Brasileiro de Classificação de Solos. In Centro Nacional
de Pesquisa de Solos; Empresa Brasileira de Pesquisa Agropecuária: Rio de Janeiro, Brasil, 2006.
101. De Gruijter, J.; Brus, D.J.; Bierkens, M.F.; Knotters, M. Sampling for Natural Resource Monitoring; Springer:
Dordrecht, The Netherlands, 2006.
102. Brus, D.J.; Kempen, B.; Heuvelink, G.B.M. Sampling for validation of digital soil maps. Eur. J. Sci. 2011,
62, 394–407. [CrossRef]
103. Smith, P. How long before a change in soil organic carbon can be detected? Glob. Chang. Biol. 2004,
10, 1878–1883. [CrossRef]
104. Sanderman, J.; Baldock, J. Accounting for soil carbon sequestration in national inventories: A soil
scientist’s perspective. Environ. Res. Lett. 2010, 5, 034003. [CrossRef]
105. Kumar, S.; Kadono, A.; Lal, R.; Dick, W. Long-term tillage and crop rotations for 47–49 years influences
hydrological properties of two soils in Ohio. Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J. 2012, 76, 2197–2207. [CrossRef]
106. Costa, C., Jr.; Corbeels, M.; Bernoux, M.; Piccolo, M.C.; Siqueira Neto, M.; Feigl, B.J.; Cerri, C.E.P.; Cerri, C.C.;
Scopel, E.; Lal, R. Assessing soil carbon storage rates under no-tillage: Comparing the synchronic and
diachronic approaches. Soil Tillage Res. 2013, 134, 207–212. [CrossRef]
107. Rau, B.M.; Melvin, A.M.; Johnson, D.W.; Goodale, C.L.; Blank, R.R.; Fredrisken, G.; Miller, W.W.; Murphy, J.D.;
Todd, D.E.; Walker, R.F. Revisiting soil carbon and nitrogen sampling: Quantitative pits versus rotary cores.
Soil Sci. 2011, 176, 273–279. [CrossRef]
108. Wolf, D.C.; Legg, J.O.; Boutton, T.W. Isotope methods for the study of soil organic matter dynamics.
In Methods of Soil Analysis; Weaver, R.W., Ed.; Soil Science Society of American: Madison, WI, USA, 1994;
pp. 865–906.
109. Vadeboncoeur, M.A.; Hambur, S.P.; Blum, J.D.; Pennino, M.J.; Yanai, R.D.; Johnson, C.E. The quantitative soil
pit method for measuring belowground carbon and nitrogen stocks. Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J. 2012, 76, 2241–2255.
[CrossRef]
110. Erkins, L.B.; Blank, R.R.; Ferguson, S.D.; Johnson, D.W.; Lindemann, W.C.; Rau, B.M. Quick start guide to
soil methods for ecologists. Perspect. Plant Ecol. Evol. Systemat. 2013, 15, 237–244. [CrossRef]
111. Mason, B.J. Preparation of Soil Sampling Protocols: Sampling Techniques and Strategies; Environmental Research
Center: Las Vegas, NV, USA, 1992.
112. Da Silva Oliveira, D.M.; Paustian, K.; Davies, C.A.; Cherubin, M.R.; Franco, A.L.C.; Cerri, C.C.; Cerri, C.E.P.
Soil carbon changes in areas undergoing expansion of sugarcane into pastures in south-central Brazil.
Agric. Ecosyst. Environ. 2016, 228, 38–48. [CrossRef]
113. Hobley, E.A.; Willgoose, G. Measuring SOC stocks—Issues and Considerations. In Soil Solutions for A
Changing World; Published on DVD; Australian Society of Soil Science Inc.: Victoria, Australia, 2010.
114. VCS. Approved VCS Methodology in VM0021 Version 1.0; Verified Carbon Standard: Washington, DC, USA, 2012.
115. Stolbovoy, V.; Montanarella, L.; Filippi, N.; Jones, A.; Gallego, J.; Grassi, G. Soil Sampling Protocol to Certify the
Changes of Organic Carbon Stock in Mineral Soil of the European Union; Office for Official Publications of the
European Communities: Luxembourg, 2007.
116. Baker, J.M.; Ochsner, T.E.; Venterea, R.T.; Griffis, T.J. Tillage and soil carbon sequestration—What do we
really know? Agric. Ecosyst. Environ. 2007, 118, 1–5. [CrossRef]
117. Segnini, A.; Santos, L.M.; Silva, W.T.L.; Martin-Neto, L.; Borato, C.E.; Melo, W.J.; Bolonhezi, D.
Estudo comparativo de métodos para a determinação da concentração de carbono em solos com altos
teores de Fe (Latossolos). Química Nova 2008, 31, 94–97. [CrossRef]
118. Gatto, A.; Barros, N.F.; Novais, R.F.; Silva, I.R.; Mendonça, E.S.; Villani, E.M.A. Comparação de métodos de
determinação do carbono orgânico em solos cultivados com eucalipto. Rev. Bras. Ciênc. Solo 2009, 33, 735–740.
[CrossRef]
119. Fernandes, R.B.A.; Carvalho, I.A., Jr.; Ribeiro, E.S., Jr.; Mendonça, E.S. Comparison of different methods
for the determination of total organic carbon and humic substances in Brazilian soils. Rev. Ceres 2015,
62, 496–501. [CrossRef]
120. Jantalia, C.P.; Resck, D.V.S.; Alves, B.J.R.; Zotarelli, L.; Urquiaga, S.; Boddey, R.M. Tillage effect on C stocks of
a clayey Oxisol under a soybean-based crop rotation in the Brazilian Cerrado region. Soil Tillage Res. 2007,
95, 97–109. [CrossRef]
Sustainability 2018, 10, 53 19 of 20
121. Van Wesemael, B.; Paustian, K.; Andrén, O.; Cerri, C.E.; Dodd, M.; Etchevers, J.; Goidts, E.; Grace, P.;
Kätterer, T.; McConkey, B.G.; et al. How can soil monitoring networks be used to improve predictions of
organic carbon pool dynamics and CO2 fluxes in agricultural soils? Plant Soil 2011, 338, 247–259. [CrossRef]
122. Usuga, J.C.L.; Toro, J.A.R.; Alzate, V.R. de Jesús Lema Tapias, Á. Estimation of biomass and carbon stocks in
plants, soil and forest floor in different tropical forests. For. Ecol. Manag. 2010, 260, 1906–1913. [CrossRef]
123. Veronesi, F.; Corstanje, R.; Mayr, T. Landscape scale estimation of soil carbon stock using 3D modelling.
Sci. Total Environ. 2014, 487, 578–586. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
124. Davidson, E.A.; Lefebvre, P.A. Estimating regional carbon stocks and spatially covarying edaphic factors
using soil maps at three scales. Biogeochemistry 1993, 22, 107–131. [CrossRef]
125. GSP. Towards a Global Soil Partnership for Food Security and Climate Change Mitigation and Adaptation.
2014. Available online: http://eusoils.jrc.ec.europa.eu/InternationalCooperation/GSP/Documents/GSP_
Background_Paper.pdf (accessed on 19 December 2017).
126. USDA. Rapid Assessment of U.S. Soil Carbon (RaCA) project. In Data Citation: Soil Survey Staff ;
US Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service: Washington, DC, USA, 2013.
127. Brandao, M.; i Canals, L.M.; Clift, R. Soil organic carbon changes in the cultivation of energy crops:
Implications for GHG balances and soil quality for use in LCA. Biomass Bioenergy 2011, 35, 2323–2336.
[CrossRef]
128. Reeves, P. The roles of soil organic matter in maintain soil quality in continuous cropping systems.
Soil Tillage Res. 1997, 43, 131–167. [CrossRef]
129. ANL. GREET Life-Cycle Model; Center for Transportation Research, Energy Systems Division, Argonne
National Laboratory: Argonne, IL, USA, 2014.
130. Wang, M. Fuel choices for fuel-cell vehicles: Well-to-Wheels energy and emission impacts. J. Power Sour.
2002, 112, 307–321. [CrossRef]
131. Kwon, H.-Y.; Mueller, S.; Dunn, J.B.; Wander, M.M. Modeling state-level soil carbon emission factors under
various scenarios for direct land use change associated with United States biofuel feedstock production.
Biomass Bioenergy 2013, 55, 299–310. [CrossRef]
132. Parton, W.J. Predicting soil temperatures in a shortgrass steppe. Soil Sci. 1984, 138, 93–101. [CrossRef]
133. Sanford, G.R.; Posner, J.L.; Jackson, R.D.; Kucharik, C.J.; Hedtcke, J.L.; Lin, T.L. Soil carbon lost form Mollisols
of the North Central U.S.A. with 20 years of agricultural best management practices. Agric. Ecosyst. Environ.
2012, 162, 68–72. [CrossRef]
134. Olson, K.R.; Al-Kaisi, M.M.; Lal, R.; Lowery, B. Experimental Consideration, Treatments, and Methods in
Determining Soil Organic Carbon Sequestration Rates. Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J. 2014, 78, 348–360. [CrossRef]
135. Tan, K.H. Soil Sampling, Preparation, and Analysis, 2nd ed.; CRC Press: Boca Raton, FL, USA, 2005.
136. IPCC. Land Use, Land-Use Change and Forestry; Special Report, 2.4.2.3.3; Mineral Soil Horizons; Cambridge
University Press: New York, NY, USA, 2006.
137. Whitbread, A.M. Soil Organic Matter: Its Fractionation and Role in Soil Structure. In Soil Organic Matter
Management for Sustainable Agriculture; Lefroy, R.D.B., Blair, G.J., Craswell, E.T., Eds.; Australian Centre for
International Agricultural Research: Canberra, Australia, 1995; pp. 124–130.
138. Leslie, K.; Baldock, J.; Schmidt, E.; Macdonald, L. Soil carbon accounting in the SEEA—A note on
the robustness of soil carbon science. Available online: https://unstats.un.org/unsd/envaccounting/
londongroup/meeting15/LG15_9a.pdf (accessed on 19 December 2017).
139. Wang, Q.; Wang, Y.; Wang, Q.; Liu, J. Impacts of 9 years of a new conservational agricultural management on
soil organic carbon fractions. Soil Tillage Res. 2014, 143, 1–6. [CrossRef]
140. ISO. 13065, Sustainability Criteria for Bioenergy; International Organization for Standardization: Geneva,
Switzerland, 2015.
141. Lemus, R.; Lal, R. Soil Organic Carbon and Nitrogen SOC stocks under Long-term Switchgrass Plots on Five
Soils in the Upper Southeastern USA. J. Am. Soc. Farm. Manag. Rural Appraisers 2014, 2, 38–48. [CrossRef]
142. IPCC. Climate Change 1995: The Science of Climate Change, in Contribution of Working Group I to the Second
Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC); Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change: Geneva, Switzerland, 1996.
143. Liska, A.J.; Yang, H.; Milner, M.; Goddard, S.; Blanco-Canqui, H.; Pelton, M.P.; Fang, X.X.; Zhu, H.;
Suyker, A.E. Biofuels from crop residue can reduce soil carbon and increase CO2 emissions. Nat. Clim. Chang.
2014, 4, 398–401. [CrossRef]
Sustainability 2018, 10, 53 20 of 20
144. Karlen, D.L. Response Comments to Liska et al. (2014): Biofuels for Crop Residue Can Reduce
Soil Carbon and Increase CO2 Emissions. Available online: https://static1.squarespace.com/static/
5102f4bce4b091e9d61659f2/t/537d16f6e4b09efdd841b977/1400706806602/USDA+Response+Comments+
to+Liska+et+al+%284.23.14%29.pdf (accessed on 19 December 2017).
145. Youngs, H.; Somerville, C. Best practices for biofuels: Data-based standards should guide biofuel production.
Science 2014, 344, 1095–1096. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
© 2017 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).
